REMARKS 

Claims 1 and 3-7 are now pending in tlie application. Minor amendments have 
been made to the claims to simply overcome the objections to the specification and 
rejections of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 112. The Examiner is respectfully requested 
to reconsider and withdraw the rejections in view of the amendments and remarks 
contained herein. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 1 12 

Claims 1-6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant 
regards as the invention. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicant has amended the Claim 1 to clarify that which is regarded as the 
present invention, and therefore respectfully requests Examiner to withdrawal this 
rejection based upon 35 U.S.C. §112. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 102 

Claims 1 and 3-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Alexander (U.S. Pat. No. 4,755,128). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Applicant has amended Claim 1 , to more particularly point out the spring element 
as originally contemplated by the present invention, which is not taught, anticipated, nor 
rendered obvious by the 128' patent. Furthermore, as taught the '128 patent requires a 
source of pressurized air to eject the molded piece from the assembly once finished, 
whereas Applicants invention provides for complete separation of the frame from the 



Serial No. 10/685,050 



Page 5 of 8 



molded brake component by being compressed downward beyond the base 32. The 
'128 reference fails to either contemplate, anticipate, nor render obvious this feature of 
Applicants invention. As currently amended, applicant respectfully believes the present 
amendments overcome this rejection based upon 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 2, and 6-7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Alexander et al. as applied to claims 1 , and 3-5 above and further in view of Mess 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,007,317). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

In particular, the conical spring elements taught by Mess 317' are utilized in 
stacks and do not represent the conical, helical spring elements as contemplated by the 
present invention. Specifically, the present invention springs are helical and conical by 
design so as to allow them to collapse upon compression to an overall height equal to 
the diameter of the coil wire. The conical spring assemblies taught by Mess can only 
collapse to an overall height equal to the collaborative thickness of all conical spring 
members of a given spring stack. 

Furthermore by employing the conical springs, the extra manufacturing costs and 
time of providing a bore in which spring elements 82 in the 128' reference and 72 in the 
3178' reference must reside in is eliminated, in that they collapse virtually flush upon the 
planar support structure 30. 

Additionally, Mess teaches of spring elements 72 located between the floating 
upper plate 62 and the upper mold chase 66. Applicants invention does away with the 
need for a floating upper plate 62 by having springs mounted on the bottom support 
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structure 30, directly biasing against the mold frame 24. This reduction in components 
correlates to a reduction in manufacturing costs as well as providing a more direct 
compression force on the platform 32. Applicant has cancelled Claim 2 and amended 
the remaining claims to more particularly point out that which is regarded as the subject 
of the present invention, and therefore believes this rejection has been overcome. 

Claims 1-7 further stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mass et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 3,534,439) in view of Mess (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,007,317). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

For the sake of brevity. Applicant as mentioned above has amended the claims, 
in particular, with regard to the compression aspect of the present invention spring 
elements, and for the reasons stated above, respectfully believes this rejection has 
been overcome. 
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Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment Is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Dated: ^^3-03 




Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 
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